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PREFACE. 


(SIT". ... 

j  I  HIS  little  article  is  a  leaf  out  of  a  hook  1  published  twenty  years  ago 
®^J-  in  Germany  (Arbeit  und  Boden,  Grundliniender  Ponophysiocratie, 
Berlin),  which  book  has  been  placed  by  the  "German  Encyclopaedia  of 
social  sciences"  among  the  six  best  books  written  on  socialism  in  the 
last  Century  (Handwoerterbuch  der  Staatswissenschaften  von  Conrad, 
Artikel  Socialismus.) 

In  the  lectures  of  the  Sorbonne  in  Paris  this  book  has  been  styled 
"classic."  A  French  Professor  M.  A.  Landry  wrote  his  thesis  upon 
this  book  (L'utilite  sociale  de  la  propridte  individuelle)  and  in  a  new 
book  from  the  same  author  I  am  styled  "le  plus  clairvoyant  des  socia- 
listes, "  (Morale  rationnelle.)  A  French  edition  will  be  published  in  a 
few  months  by  Girard  et  Briere,  Paris,  under  the  title  Intrigue,  Catas- 
trophe, Denouement  du  drama  sociologique,  analysees  par  le  principe 
travail-terre. 

It  is  surprising  after  this,  that  the  socialistic  leaders  seem  to  want 
to  know  nothing  about  this  book.  They  have  never  mentioned  it  in  any 
way,  although  by  courtesy  and  for  experimental  purposes  it  has  been 
sent  to  every  one  of  them.  I  only  state  a  fact,  without  trying  to  give  an 
explanation.  I  am  contemplating  an  English  edition  of  the  book  as  soon 
as  the  French  edition  has  made  its  appearance,  and  it  is  to  prepare  this 
English  edition,  that  I  publish  this  extract. 


Socialism  means  nothing  else  than  generalisation  of  governmental 
enterprises  in  production  and  in  distribution. 

Every  country  has  already  anumberof  governmental  enterprises,  like 
railways,  hospitals,  schools,  monopolies  etc.  This  is  often  called  "partial 
socialism."  This  partial  socialism  works  very  well,  whithout  superior 
technical  difficulties,  and  is  steadily  increasing.  The  whole  technical 
problem  of  socialism  is  thus  to  develop  general  socialism  out  of  partial 
socialism.  This  is  impossible  by  simply  augmenting  steadily  the  number 
of  governmental  enterprises,  what  all  modern  socialists  admit.  The  essen- 
tial difficulty  lies  in  the  money-question.  Partial  socialism  works  fairly 
well  with  metal-money.  General  socialism  with  metal  money,  as  old- 
time  socialists  proposed,  leads  to  absurdities.  But  labour-money,  as 
modern  socialists  have  proposed,  leads  to  equal  absurdities.  Which  mo- 
ney shall  be  used  in  socialism?  That  is  the  question.  I  say  socialism 
needs  a  double  currency,  a  labour-money,  and  a  land-money.  This  I  will 
demonstrate. 


^  »  ♦  »  ^ 


INTRODUCTION 


There  have  been  at  all  times  philosophers,  who  were  dissatisfied 
with  the  actual  distribution  of  riches,  most  of  them  thinking  it  too 
unequal.  One  can  classify  those  economical  philosophers  without  diffi- 
culty in  two  classes. 

1.  Those  who   want   equality  of   distribution,  these  are  the  "equalita- 

rians." 

2.  Those  who  condemn  an  equality,  but  want  a  proportionality  of  ri- 

ches, according  to  the  merits  of  individuals;  these  are  the  pro- 
portionalists. 

Pythagoras  was  the  first  of  the  equalitarians,  and  Aristoteles  the  first 
of  the  proportionalists. 

Considering  the  means  by  which  these  philosophers  desire  to  rea- 
lize their  ideas  of  distribution  of  riches  one  may  classify  them  again 
into  two  groups: 

The  first  group  desires  a  radical  change  without  respect  to  historical 
tradition.  These  are  guided  only  by  reason,  and  are  termed  rationalists 
or  revolutionists. 

The  second  group  admits  of  radical  changes,  but  always  with  re- 
spect to  historical  traditions.  These  are  the  traditionalists,  reformers  or 
evolutionists. 

The  principal  part  of  tradition  about  whose  conservation  or  aboli- 
tion the  fight  is  waging,  is  the  institution  of  private  property  and  indi- 
vidual enterprise.  Those  who  want  this  tradition  to  be  respected  and 
protected  are  called  individualists,  and  those  who  want  it  to  be  abolished 
into  social  property  and  social  enterprise  are  called  socialists. 

The  reformers  are  individualists,  the  rationalists  are  socialists.  A 
socialist  is  not  necessarily  an  equalitarian,  he  might  be  a  proportiona- 
list:  and  an  equalitarian  is  not  necessarily  a  socialist,  he  might  be  an 
individualist. 

I  do  not  intend  to  enter  here  into  the  question  of  equalitarism  or 
proportionalism,  nor  do  I  intend  to  enter  into  the  question  of  traditio- 
nalism and  rationalism,   neither  do  I  intend  to  enter  into  the  question 


of  individualism  or  socialism;  the  question  I  wish  to  study  here  in  this 
leaflet,  is  as  follows: 

Given  any  ideal  of  distribution  (equal,  proportional  or  of  whatever 
form,)  how  it  is  to  be  realized  by  socialism?  That  is:  WHAT  ARE  THE 
TECHNICS  OF  SOCIALISM? 

In  stud^nng  this  question  I  do  not  say  anything  in  pro  or  in  contra 
of  socialism.  I  touch  this  question  of  sociology  in  a  purely  theoretical 
manner,  looking  upon  it  as  much  as  I  would  upon  a  chess  problem,  sine 
ira  et  studio.  I  think  that  the  most  hostile  adversary  to  socialism  can 
read  these  pages  without  finding  any  ground  to  get  angry  with  my  theo- 
ries. 

This  question  of  technics  is  the  most  important  in  modern  so- 
cialism, as  all  socialists  agree  upon  the  socialistic  ideals.  But  they  dis- 
agree concerning  the  technicalities  by  whose  help  they  could  realize 
those  ideals.  This  is  the  chief  cause  of  all  socialistic  sectarianism.  The 
classic  socialists  have  all  frankly  admitted  that  the  formula  of  so- 
cialism has  not  yet  been  found,  or  at  least  Rodbertus  as  well  as  Marx 
have  cleverly  taken  care  not  to  reveal  their  secret,  and  it  is  only  the 
second  and  third  class  socialists  who  pretend  to  have  found  the  formula 
of  the  technics  of  socialism. 

Of  course  we  all  know  that  we  will  never  reach  an  ideal  as  long  as 
the  technics  of  its  realisation  are  not  known,  and  socialism  can  never 
be  realized  as  long  as  the  technics  of  its  realisation  are  not  agreed  upon. 

How  is  this  technical  difficulty  of  socialism  to  be  explained?  That  is 
the  question! 


II.  The  three  different  theoretical  premises 
of  political  economy. 


The  theoretical  basis  of  political  economy,  to  which  all  modern  so- 
cialists adhere  is  ponocraty;  that  is  the  premise  that  labour  is  the  only 
source  of  wealth  and  that  consequently  commodities  cost  only  labour. 
The  cost  of  commodities  is  a /a/Ji7ar  f^j-/  (Rodbertus).     This   is  the  pre- 


mise  from  which  all  modern  socialists  deduct  their  socialistic  technical 
formula.  Modern  socialism  is  theoretically  speaking  a  ponocratic  soc- 
ialism. 

This  ponocratic  basis  of  economy  is  opposed  to  theso  called  chremat- 
istic  base,  which  goes  to  the  effect,  that  capital  or  money  is  the  only  source 
of  all  richest  and  that  consequently  the  commodities  cost  only  money. 
These  two  principles  of  political  economy  are  the  only  principles  which 
have  been  worked  up,  and  which  have  been  used  for  the  construction  of 
a  socialistic  society. 

We  have  thus,  theoretically  speaking,  a  chrematistic  and  a  ponocratic 
socialism.  Chrematistic  socialism  was  the  utopical socialism  of  old  times 
and  is  practically  dead  to-day.  Modern  so  called  "scientific  socialism" 
is  purely  ponocratic. 

The  ponocratic  premise  is  without  doubt  scientifically  superior  to  the 
former  chrematistic  premise,  and  this  theoretical  superiority  explains 
the  attention  socialism  has  received  among  purely  scientific  men,  and  the 
power  of  its  influence  in  the  world.  As  long  as  socialists  were  nothing 
else  but  a  justice  claiming  party,  without  theoretical  superiority,  their 
real  influence  in  the  world  was  not  worth  speaking  of. 

But  this  ponocratic  basis  of  political  economy,  although  superior  to 
the  former  chrematistical  basis,  is  nevertheless  erroneous  and  must  be 
replaced  by  the  ponophysiocratic  basis  which  says:  that  wealth  has  two 
sources,  land  and  labour,  and  that  consequently  commodities  have  a  com- 
plex cost,  a  labour-cost  and  a  land-cost.  One  must  value  the  cost  of 
commodities  not  in  money  nor  in  labour  alone,  but  in  labour  and  land 
together.  This  is  the  theory  of  W.  Petty,  who  said:  "We  generally  va- 
lue our  commodities  in  money,  saying  that  a  ship  for  instance  is  worth 
so  many  pounds,  shillings  and  pence,  but  what  I  mean  to  say  is,  that 
we  ought  to  value  our  commodities  in  land  and  labour,  inasmuch  as  all 
our  commodities  are  the  products  of  land  and  labour  upon  it.  Labour  is 
the  father,  land  the  mother  of  all  riches!" 

This  error  of  socialists  in  the  construction  of  the  theoretical  basis 
of  their  political  economy,  is  the  cause  of  their  failure  in  solving  the 
problem  of  the  technics  of  socialism. 

I  am  now  going  to  deduce  a  formula  of  socialistic  technics  from  this 
ponophysiocratical  basis,  and  this  socialism  will  be  technically  realisa- 


ble.  But  before  I  begin  to  explain  my  theory,  1  will  show  how  the 
ponocrats  solved  the  problem  of  socialistic  technics  in  their  way,  and 
how  they  erred. 

III.  PONOCRATIC  SOCIALISM. 

Distribution  in  the  general  and  economical  sense  means  distribution, 
not  of  capital  nor  of  fortune,  but  of  comforts  and  of  efforts,  of  commo- 
dities consumed  and  of  labour  spent. 

What  people  ultimately  desire  is  not  to  be  rich,  but  "to  masticate 
and  to  snore"  as  an  old  philosopher  puts  it.  To  be  rich  is  only  a  means 
by  which  we  intend  "to  masticate  and  snore. "   Nobody  denies  this. 

From  the  ponocratic  point  of  view  distribution  means  distribution  of 
labour  consumed  and  labour  spent. 

The  only  logical  technics  af  socialism  which  derive  from  the  pono- 
cratic basis  are  then  the  following: 

I.  Creation  of  Labour- money,  the  unity  of  which  may  be  an  average 
man's  day  of  labour. 

II.  The  labourer  receives  from  the  public  factories  a  salary  in  this 
labour-money,  proportional  to  the  labour  done  by  him.  The  coefficient 
of  this  proportionality  may  be  ai.  This  is  the  labour-salary. 

III.  The  commodities  are  sold  at  the  public  store  at  a  price  in  la- 
bour-money, proportional  to  their  labour-cost.  The  coefficient  of  this 
proportionality  may  be  aj.  This  is  then  the  labour-price. 

Byconveniently  varying  these  two  coefficients  ai  and  a-z  ponocratic 
socialists  claim  to  be  able  to  realize  any  given  distribution  of  comforts 
and  of  efforts. 

What  is  the  value  of  these  technics? 

There  is  no  doubt  that  with  these  technics  of  distribution  the  so- 
cialists can  realize  any  given  distribution  of  labour  consumed  and  of  lab- 
our spent,  but  what  they  cannot  realize  is  that  the  consumer  consumes 
his  labour  in  the  form  of  such  a  commodity  as  he  sees  fit  to  choose. 

This  would  only  be  the  case  if  all  the  branches  of  social  production 
were  of  illimited  transformability  into  each  other,  if  one  could  transform 
for  instance  the  production   of    books  or  of  laces  into  the   production 


of  bread  or  of  beer,  which  is  not  possible.  The  transformation  of  the 
different  branches  of  the  social  production  are  limited,  and  their  limits 
depend  upon  the  approximative  equality  of  their  labour-land  quotients. 
The  transformation  of  the  production  of  books  and  laces,  and  of  bread 
and  beer  may  be  possible,  because  the  land-labour  quotient  of  books  and 
laces,  and  of  bread  and  beer  are  approximatively  equal,  but  the  trans- 
formation of  the  productions  of  book  and  bread,  or  of  laces  and  beer  are 
not  possible,  the  land-labour  quotients  of  book  and  bread,  and  of  laces 
and  beer,  being  too  much  unequal. 

This  is  the  great  law  of  the  limitation  of  transformability  of  produc- 
tions, which  can  only  be  understood  by  accepting  the  ponophysiocratic 
theory,  and  which  is  absolutely  beyond  reach  of  ponocraty  and  chremat- 
istic. 

Ponocratic  socialism  guarantees  to  every  customer,  that  the  com- 
modities, he  will  receive  in  the  process  of  distribution,  will  contain  a 
certain  amount  of  labour,  but  what  it  cannot  guarantee  is,  that  these  quan- 
tities of  labour  received,  will  represent  the  species  of  commodities  he 
wants. 

The  practical  effect  will  be,  that  there  will  be  a  need  of  commodities 
proportional  to  their  land-labour  quotient,  which  need  will  increase  with 
population. 

The  principal  commodities  with  high  land-labour  quotient  are  food 
stuffs.  Ponocratic  socialists  will  drown  in  books,  laces,  shows  and  other 
luxuries,  and  they  will  starve  in  bread,  butter  and  meat,  and  this  will 
increase  with  the  increase  of  population. 

This  fault  in  their  system  has  been  keenly  felt  by  the  socialists  them- 
selves, but  as  they  have  been  unable  to  explain  it,  on  account  of  their 
ponocratic  base,  they  were  unable  to  avoid  it  otherwise,  then  by  breaking 
up  personal  freedom,  or  by  hoping  for  a  miraculous  angelification  of  the 
human  character,  when  imbued  sufficiently  with  socialism,  or  by  suppos- 
ing a  mysterious  transformability  of  all  branches  of  production  into  each 
other,  whithout  respect  to  their  land-labour  quotient,  a  mystery  far  more 
mysterious  than  the  alchemistic  mysterium  of  the  transsubstanciation.  All 
ponocratic  socialism  can  be  compared  with  a  barrack  or  a  monastery  or 
a  fairy  tale  filled  with  miracles;  or  an  anarchy  in  which  people  will  break 
their  necks  in  the  scramble  for  food. 
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IV  PONOPHYSIOCRATIC  SOCIALISM. 


From  the  ponophysiocratic  basis  distribution  means  three  things, 
distribution  of  labour  consumed,  of  land  consumed,  and  of  labour  spent. 

To  realize  on  the  basis  of  socialism  any  given  distribution  you  must 
employ  the  following  technics: 

I.  Firstly  Creation  of  a  currency  on  a  double  basis,  on  the  basis  of 
labour  and  of  land.  This  gives  us  labour-  money  and  land-money. 

The  unity  of  the  labour-money  may  be  an  average  man's  day's 
labour. 

The  unity  of  the  land-money  is  the  soil  of  society  divided  through 
population  for  a  given  length  of  time,  say  for  one  solar  day. 

The  first  unity  may  be  called  the  labour-shilling,  the  second  unity 
may  be  called  the  land-shilling,  which  unities  may  be  subdivided  into 
land-pence  and  farthings  and  into  labour-pence  and  farthings. 

These  two  classes  of  money  are  legally  not  exchangeable  into  each 
other. 

II.  The  labourer  at  the  public  factories  receives  for  his  labour  a 
salary  paid  in  labour-money  and  in  land-money.  That  is  his  labour-salary 
and  his  land-salary. 

The  labour-salary  is  proportional  to  the  labour  done,  the  coefficient 
of  the  proportion  being  equal  to  ai  ,  the  land-salary  is  proportional  to  the 
labour-salary,  the  coeffecient  of  the  proportion  being  equal  to  bi  • 

III.  The  prices  of  commodities  at  the  public  stores  are  paid  in  labour- 
moneyand  in  land-money.  That  is  their  labour-price  and  their  land-price. 

The  labour-price  is  proportional  to  their  labour  cost,  the  coefficient 
of  this  proportionality  being  equal  to  aa  the  land-price  is  proportional 
to  their  land-cost,  the  coefficient  of  the  proportionality  being  equal  to  b2 

It  is  now  by  conveniently  varying  these  four  coefficients  ai,  aa, 
bi,  b'-  that  you  can  arrive  at  any  given  distribution  without  interfering 
with  personal  freedom,  without  supposing  miraculous  ethification  of  the 
character  of  humanity,  and  without  supposing  a  miraculous  abolition  of 
laws  of  nature.  With  the  coefficients  ai  and  a-z  you  can  induce  those, 
who  are  of  good  will;  with  the  coefficients  bi  and  bz  you  can  force  those 
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who  are  of  bad  will.  The  coefficients  ai  and  as  are  the  sugar,  the  coeffi- 
cients bi  and  bs  are  the  whip,  with  which  you  can  make  yourself  obeyed 
by  men,  like  a  tamer  makes  himself  obeyed  by  even  the  wildest  beasts. 
These  four  coefficients  are  like  four  strings  by  the  pulling  of  which  you 
can  move  human  beings  like  marionettes.  Why?  The  most  necessary 
commodity,  the  food  contains  the  greatest  quality  of  land.  By  varying 
conveniently  the  coefficients  bi  and  b2  you  can  force  men  by  the  whip  of 
hunger.  The  most  desirable  commodities  for  refined  culture,  like  books 
contain  principally  labour.  By  varying  conveniently  the  two  coefficients 
ai  and  a2  you  can  induce  men  by  the  sugar  of  refinement. 

With  the  coefficients  ai  and  bi  you  act  upon  people  as  producers, 
with  the  coefficients  as  and  bi  you  act  upon  people  as  consumers. 

With  the  coefficients  ai  and  bi  you  can  tax  them  directly.  With  the 
coefficients  aa  and  b^  you  can  tax  them  indirectly.  I  will  show  this  by 
some  examples. 

1.  You  want  a  distribution  to  the  effect  that  commodities  consumed 
are  proportional  to  labour  done?  Make  ai  =  a2.  and  bi=  h».  Doing 
this  you  realize  equalitarianism. 

2.  You  think  that  the  labourers  are  too  idle  and  you  want  them  to 
work  more?  Increase  bi  equally  in  the  salary  of  all  branches  of  produc- 
tion. 

3.  You  think  that  some  commodities  are  used  in  too  great  quanti- 
ties, like  whiskey  and  romance  books,  and  you  want  to  diminish  their 
use.  Increase  a-z  or  hz  in  the  price  of  their  commodities,  according  to  the 
necessity  of  the  case. 

4.  You  think  that  other  commodities  are  used  in  too  little  quantities 
like  lemonade  or  scientific  books?  Decrease  ag  or  h-z  in  the  price  of  these 
commodities  according  to  the  necessity  of  the  case. 

5.  You  do  not  find  enough  hands  for  certain  disagreeable,  dirty,  un- 
healthy and  dangerous  branches  of  production,  and  you  want  more  hands 
for  them!  Increase  ai  and  bi  in  the  salary  of  the  branches  according  to 
the  necessity  of  the  case. 

6.  You  find  that  many  hands  are  offered  for  certain  easy  and 
agreeable  occupation,  and  you  want  to  reduce  their  number. 

Decrease  ai  and  ba  in  the  salary  of  these  occupations,  according  to 
the  necessity  of  the  case. 
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7.  You  think  that  the  population  is  too  small,  and  you  want  to  see 
big  families?  Increase  ai  and  bi  in  the  salary  of  all  branches  of  produc- 
tion more  rapidly  than  the  number  of  children  of  the  labourer  according 
to  the  urgency  of  the  case. 

8.  You  think  that  the  population  is  increasing  too  fast,  you  want  to 
reduce  the  number  of  families?  Increase  ai  and  bi  in  the  salary  of  labou- 
rers less  rapidly  than  the  number  of  children  according  to  the  urgency 
of  the  case. 

9.  You  want  a  certain  amount  of  labour  money  and  at  land-money  for 
any  kind  of  public  utility  for  instance  to  pay  those  labourers  whom  you  in- 
tend to  produce  social  capital  of  long  standing,  or  to  give  good  education 
to  children,  or  to  give  free  assistance  to  the  sick,  or  to  feed  old  people 
without  family,  or  to  pay  salaries  to  the  public  employees,  or  to  build 
up  an  army  or  navy  or  perhaps  pay  a  rent  to  the  former  capitalists  for  a 
certain  time,  or  for  any  other  purpose  you  feel  the  pleasure  to  realize. 
Decrease  ai  or  bi  equally  in  the  prices  of  all  commodities  according  to  the 
necessity  of  the  case. 

So  I  need  not  to  go  into  more  details,  by  carefully  varying  the  four 
coefficients  ai  ,  bi  ,  as  and  hz  ,  you  can  induce  people  in  whatever  way 
you  please  and  you  can  realize  any  kind  of  distribution. 

You  can  do  this  without  interfering  in  the  slightest  way  with  their 
liberty  and  without  supposing  any  improvement  of  their  character,  and 
without  sinning  against  the  law  of  limited  transformability  of  produc- 
tion. 

In  fact  the  liberty  in  this  socialistic  organisation  is  greater  than  that 
in  modern  capitalistic  free  society. 

A  far  as  character  goes,  you  might  realize  this  organisation  with 
men  a  great  deal  more  brutes  than  those  we  now  have  the  pleasure  to 
live  with. 

I  think  that  it  would  be  sensible  to  introduce  this  socialism  by  frac- 
tion, the  government  beginning  to  pay  its  employees,  including  royality, 
in  labour  money  and  land-money,  and  opening  stores  where  it  would 
sell  commodities  at  labour-  and  land-prices,  letting  other  citizens  do 
as  they  please;  and  by  augmenting  gradually  the  public  factories.  In 
Germany  forests,  railways,  trams,  mail,  mining  enterprises,  agricultural 
estates,  horse  breeding  estates  and  any  amount  of  factories  are  already 
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run  by  the  government;  so  modern-individualistic  society  might  slip  gra- 
dually into  socialism  withoutrevolution;  thus  combining  rationalism  with 
traditionalism. 

With  this  the  problem  of  technics  of  socialism  would  be  solved. 

I  do  not  intend  to  enter  here  into  the  question  of  ethics  of  socia- 
lism, but  what  I  mean  to  say  is,  that  you  must  either  accept  these  tech- 
nics of  socialism;  or  not  be  a  socialist;  or  make  a  fool  of  yourself. 


